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INTRODUCTION 



A number of events in the past decade have demonstrated that many 
people in our Country do not realize the extent to which pesticides 
contribute to our health, happiness and present-day high standard of 
living. Many individuals who do recognize pesticides as essential in 
modern-day living, unfortunately, are not thoroughly knowledgeable in 
the safe and proper use of these materials. 

Another segment of our population believes that pesticides are an 
evil outgrowth of modern technology and pose a threat to life on this 
earth. This unfavorable attitude can be traced in a large measure to 
misinformation, isolated but much-publicized accidents involving 
pesticides and/or a lack of correct information. 

The need for pesticide education was recognized as early as 1960 
by the Federal Extension Service. The FES asked state Cooperative 
Extension Service directors to designate a staff member as the con- 
tact man to receive the vast amount of complex information on pesti- 
cides emanating from government and private agencies. This infor- 
mation was to be evaluated, summarized, and passed along to indivi- 
duals in the state who had need for it. Although this was a step in 
the right direction, it was realized almost immediately that more 
emphasis needed to be given to a pesticide education program. 

Concern over the use of pesticides continued to mount until 1962 
when it was brought into sharp national focus as a result of the 
dire predictions contained in Rachel Carson's best-seller, Silent 
Spring - (6)^. The urgency of the pesticide problem became so great 
that Congress, in 1964, made an appropriation of $2,100,000 to the 
state Cooperative Extension Services for expansion of the educational 
program on the safe and proper use of pesticides. The Chemical, Drug 
and Pesticide Unit at Virginia Polytechnic Institute was created later 
that same year with Dr. W. R. VanDresser as Coordinator . ^ 

NEED FOR SPECIAL STUDY 

The urgency and magnitude of the proposed pesticide education 
program prompted an evaluation of the audiences to be reached and the 
methods to be used. It was recognized at the outset that Extension 
has had a traditionally rural audience. Communication methods used 
in reaching this audience have been established and proven to be 
generally effective. It also was recognized, however, that an urban 
audience had to be considered in the pesticide education program. 



1 Refers to literature cited. 

2 Dr. VanDresser has since been named Associate Dean and Dr. N. E. Lau 
has been named Coordinator of the Unit. 
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While work with the urban audience would be only part of the overall 
program, it was felt that it might well be one of the most important. 

Mrs. Esther Peterson, former Special Assistant to the President on 
Consumer Affairs, indicated that it is the middle and upper-middle 
class income groups who demand and support legislation concerning 
chemicals, drugs, and pesticides and the consumer. If pesticides were 
banned because of an inadequately informed public, our nation's 
economy, as well as its health, could be in jeopardy in a very short 
time. These observations pointed out the need for carrying to the 
urban audience an educational program on pesticides and their safe and 
proper use. 

Faced with the responsibility of developing and conducting an 
urban educational program on pesticides, their use and regulation, it 
became necessary to learn whether a planned Extension communications 
program would be effective in bringing about desired changes in this 
urban audience. Likewise, guideposts needed to be established to aid 
in designing future programs. 

Provisions were made in the original appropriation for additional 
funds which were to be used by states requesting funding for special 
studies related to the education program. In September, 1965, a grant 
of $38,800 from chemical pesticide funds was made to VPI to conduct a 
study on the effect of a planned communication program on change of 
attitude and knowledge of the urban dweller relative to chemicals and 
pesticides. The grant was assigned Budget Bureau No. 40-6673. 

A number of studies (8, 10, 12, 15) have been made of urban 
dwellers and suburbanites. None of these, however, were oriented 
toward factors which were believed to have a direct bearing on an 
Extension educational program on chemicals and pesticides. Several 
studies have been made of knowledge and attitudes of farmers regarding 
pesticides (3, 4, 16, 18). One study (9) involved pesticide dealers, 
but none were found that were aimed directly at the middle and upper- 
middle class urban dweller. Graham (13) made a study of women in 
selected urban areas. Comparisons were made between use and non-use of 
| pesticides based on educational attainment and other selected variables. 

\ The report is presented as Appendix B and is summarized in the results 

j section of this report. 

] F.audabaugh (17) recognised the value of teaching people at their 

| present stage of educational development. The need was stressed for 

j Extension educators to recognized individual levels of knowledge, 

j attitudes, interests, and understanding. Sabrosky (19) stated that 

j educational stages or levels must be determined before any teaching 

takes place. These levels or benchmarks of knowledge and attitudes 
j regarding pesticides were not known for our urban audience at the 

j time that the first planned communications program was developed. The 

j general subject of knowledge and attitude as they relate to this study 

j has been discussed in a sub-study by Bush (5). The report is 

j reproduced as Appendix C. 

/'I 

i t 

j The effectiveness of a planned educational program may be determined 

j by the change in attitude and knowledge that it produces. Prior to this 

i 

j 

\ 
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study, techniques available for measuring change in attitude and know- 
ledge had not been applied to the middle class urban audience in the 
field of chemicals and pesticides. Existing techniques were modified 
to fit this specific situation. Although designing and perfecting 
these techniques would provide tools needed in evaluating the effec- 
tiveness of the chemicals and pesticide education experimental 
program, it was felt that they also would be useful in designing and 
evaluating other Extension educational programs for urban audience. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the present study may be summarized as follows: 

1) To identify the middle and upper-middle class urban 
audience in terms of certain selected variables. 

2) To design and perfect techniques to measure attitude 
toward and knowledge of pesticides and chemicals, 

3) To determine the present knowledge and attitude 
of the audience toward pesticides and chemicals. 

4) To determine, by using these techniques, the effective- 
ness of a planned Extension communications program in 
bringing about a change in attitude toward and knowledge 
of pesticides and chemicals on the part of the selected 
audience. 

5) To ascertain the relative effectiveness of various 
Extension communication methods in reaching and 
influencing the selected audience. 

Research Flan 

In the light of our objective, the research plan may be summarized 
in the following 4 statements: 

1) To collect data from a random sample of individuals within 
the test population so that an audience profile could be 
drawn and benchmarks of knowledge and attitude could be 
identified. These data provided pre-treatment observations. 

2) To expose a selected test area to a planned experimental 
communications program. 

3) To collect data from a second random sample within the test 
population so that post-treatment profiles and benchmarks 
could be established. 

4) To evaluate the effectiveness of the experimental treatment 
and of the separate communication media used in changing 
levels of knowledge and attitudes. 

METHODS 

Several methods of data collecting were considered. It was decided 
that the most satisfactory data for a study of this .nature would be 
obtained through use of a questionnaire which would be completed during 
face-to-face interviews. There are so many facets in the broad field 
of education in pesticides and chemicals, however, that it became . 
necessary to limit the scope of the questionnaire. It was felt that. 
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the objectives of the research study could be best served by focuViifg^ 
attention on the following items: 

a) The attitude of middle and upper-middle income urban 
dwellers toward the role of pesticides. 

b) The audience's knowledge of buying, using, and storing 
pesticides correctly. 

c) The audience's knowledge of and attitude toward government 
regulations and legislation concerning pesticides. 

d) Audience's contact with and reaction to Extension's 
pesticide chemical educational program. 

e) Profile data which might also relate to the above. 

A questionnaire, or interview schedule, was developed by members 
of the VPI Extension staff with the help of Mrs. Laurel Sabrosky, 

Evaluation Consultant. The designers agreed on what basic information 
would be desirable for the audience to have regarding pesticides and * 

their control. Knowledge questions were then developed to determine 
how closely the test population approached this goal. Attitude 
questions were developed on the premise that pesticides are necessary 
and the safe use of them must continue. Likewise, it was assumed that 
it is desirable for the government to exert a degree of control over 
pesticides and their use. The original questionnaire was thoroughly 
pretested and appropriate revisions were made before the final document 
was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for approval. A copy is 
reproduced in Appendix A. 

Although the full interview schedule covered 70 questions, only the 
first 51 were used in the pre-treatment interviews. These questions 
were designed to supply benchmark data on knowledge and attitude as 
well as on profile characteristics. Questions 52 through 70 were 
related to the experimental treatment, so of course would have been 
meaningless in pre-treatment interviews. 

Coding and Scoring 

Codes were established for responses to each question in the 
interview schedule. The codes were designed so that the results could 
be punched on IBM cards for future analysis in terms of frequency of 
occurence under selected categories. 

Numerical scores were assigned to responses to questions that had 
been designed to determine the level of general pesticide knowledge 
and knowledge concerning government regulations of pesticides and their 
use. The scores were weighted to reflect the relative importance of each < 



Formerly Extension Research Specialist, Evaluation, 
Research and Training, Federal Extension Service, USDA 
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individual item, as determined by the designers of the questionnaife/ in 
consultation with other specialists in the field of chemical pesticides. 
The scores remained consistent through the experiment, but because of 
their somewhat arbitrary nature, should not necessarily be projected per 
se into a totally different evaluation experiment. 

The 10 questions designed to measure general knowledge were assigned 
values of 0, 2, 4, 5, or 9. If all questions were answered correctly, 
the respondent earned a total score of 53, or an average of 5.3 for 
the category. Knowledge of government regulations and activities 
concerning pesticides also was determined by 10 questions. Correct 
answers were valued at 5, 10, or 15 depending on the importance of the 
questions. Incorrect answers received no credit. A perfect total was 
75 with an average of 7.5. 

Certain statements in the interview schedule were designed to 
provide data to be used in measuring the attitude of the middle and 
upper-middle class urban dweller toward pesticides, their use, their 
harmful or beneficial effects, and toward government regulations. 

Likert 1 s International Scale (11) was used in assigning the numerical 
values to each response. The 6 possible responses were: strongly agree , 
agree , undecided , no op in ion , disagree , and strongly disagree . Values of 
10, 8, 5, 5, 2, or 0 were assigned to these responses when the statement 
reflected a favorable attitude. The values were revised when agreement 
with the statement would have indicated an unfavorable attitude. An 
average score of 10 indicated a highly favorable attitude whereas 0 
indicated a highly unfavorable attitude. Certain attitude questions 
offered yes , no opinion , and no as possible answers. A yes response 
showed a favorable attitude and was given 10 points followed by 5 and 0 
for the other responses. All coding and scoring took into consideration 
future analyses making use of the IBM 083 sorter and the IBM 7040 and 
1401 computers. 

Prior to the actual coding and scoring, each questionnaire was given 
a 4-digit identification number starting with 0001. This was followed by 
a 2-digit number used to identify the person conducting the interview. 

The 4-digit numbers were assigned in blocks to indicate the city in which 
the interview had been conducted and whether it was before or after the 
experimental treatment. These 6 numbers were punched into the first 6 
columns of each data card. 

Sampling 

Certain criteria for sampling were established in the light of the 
objectives of the research program. The study groups were drawn from 2 
Virginia cities, each of which had a population of 75,000 or more. 

Richmond and Roanoke were chosen. The experimental educational treatment 
was made in Richmond only, with Roanoke serving as a control. Inter- 
viewing was done in both cities before and after the Richmond experimental 
treatment. The 1960 census tracts (20) of each of the cities were used 
to determine areas of middle and upper-middle income dwellers. Extension 
Agents from Richmond and Roanoke then marked off areas within each tract 



7 



6 



which did not fit: into the desired category because of shifts i*i 
population after 1960. The revised area delineations and appropriate 
maps were studied by a statistical consultant^ who set up the random 
sampling within the limitations that the interviewee live in an 
unattached, single-unit dwelling, and that an equal number of home- 
makers and male heads of households be included. 

Random samples were chosen through area sampling methods based on 
statistical techniques. Enough samples were drawn so that 1200 valid 
questionnaire would come from Richmond; 600 before the educational 
program, and 600 after the program. The elimination of incomplete 
and/or invalid questionnaires provided a final count of 600 before and 
597 after the treatment. In Roanoke 400 samples were desired; 200 at 
the time Richmond was sampled the first time, and 200 when Richmond 
was sampled after the treatment. A few additional valid questionnaires 
remained, so the final count was 201 before and 213 after the experi- 
mental . treatment . In each city, 50 post-treatment samples were second 
interviews; individuals who had been interviewed in the pretreatment 
group. P> professional consulting firtn^ in Richmond was commissioned 
to conduct the interviews in both cities. 

TREATMENT 

The experimental treatment, or planned communication program, was 
developed as a joint effort. Personnel from the Chemical, Drug and 
Pesticide Unit worked closely with our Extension News Editor, Infor- 
mation Editor, Publications Editor, TV Supervisor, Radio Supervisor, 
Photographer, Art Director, Motion Picture Supervisor, and specialists 
in Entomology, Plant Pathology and Physiology, and in Veterinary Science. 
USDA as well as private consultants also made contributions. The 
experimental treatment which was conducted from August 26 to September 22, 
1966 followed a well-defined theme and used 4 mass media to broaden 
audience coverage and also to help determine which forms of mass media 
were the most effective in reaching the audience. The educational 
approach used included TV and radio spots and programs, newspaper 
releases, and an Extension publication. 

Television 

Three stations serving the Richmond study area: WRVA, WTVR, and 
WXEX were each provided with a complete set of 10 spot announcements 
featuring a cartoon character called "Larry the Label" who was created 
by the Northeast Pesticide Coordinators as a regional project. The 
films were purchased specially for this study. Each spot ran from 20 
to 60 seconds. Each station mentioned used the spots 30 times as 
between-program or station-break announcements. 



^ Dr. Charles E. Ramsey, Professor, University of Minnesota 

5 

Psychological Consultants, Inc. 

1804 Stamples Mill Road, Richmond, Virginia 23230 
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Seven special 9% minute TV programs were recorded on tape and 
were used by station WRVA-TV during the treatment period. Four of the 
r programs were presented as inserts in the V.P.I. "Town and Country" 

program which is regularly scheduled at 6:15 AM. The other 3 programs 
were used as 3:00 PM Sunday afternoon specials under the title of 
"Pests or Plenty". Subjects included need for pesticides; use around 
the home, garden, and on pets; safe disposal; application equipment; 
pesticide definitions; and the pesticide label. 

• Radio 

Four 5-minute tapes were produced on campus by VPI Extension 
Specialists for use by WRVA-Richmond as inserts in their regular Tuesday 
morning V. P. I. Extension information broadcasts which are scheduled 
from 6:00 to 6:30 AM. The same 4 tapes were used by WTVR-Richmond 
during the regular V.P.I. broadcast from 6:30 to 6:45 AM. Subjects 
include a description of pesticides; the pesticide label; safe use in 
the home; safe use on pets and livestock; and safe disposal of 
containers. 

Additionally, the pesticide information effort included the distri- * 

bution to WRVA, WLEE, and WTVR (all of Richmond) of a special disc 
recording presenting 1-minute spot announcements by several celebrities, 
among them Arthur Godfrey, Zsa Zsa Gabor, Eddie Albert, and Kukla, Fran, 
and Ollie. These stations were not asked to make a log search to 
determine the actual usage of the recordings, but information specialists 
were assured by station management that the spots were used "generously". 

Newspaper 

The press phase of the communications program was confined to the 
Richmond Times-Dispatch. This paper had the largest circulation in the 
study area and had the added advantage of running a Sunday section. 

I Four stories were prepared, the first being very general, while the 

others covered subjects related to pesticides in the home, pest control 
in state parks, and how the proper use of pesticides helped a boy grow 
a successful garden. All were illustrated. Although only the first 
general story was used, it received good coverage across 6 columns, with 
1 picture being used. 

Extension Publication 

A brief story on the need for pesticides, their uses, and handling 
precautions was compiled into a Cooperative Extension pamphlet entitled 
Passport To A Better Life . The topic outline was developed by the 
Chemical, Drug and Pesticide Unit. Writing, editing, and designing was 
done by members of the Information staff. Printing was done commercially 
in 2 colors on buff paper with light green front and back covers. A 
black and white reproduction of the pamphlet is included as Appendix E. 

A distribution of 50,000 copies of the pamphlet was made to the 
office of the Henrico County Extension Agent, Agriculture for redelivery 
to selected locations in the treatment area. The locations included 2 
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medical centers, 18 hardware stores that handled pesticides, 7 spTlq^C^ 
and 7 garden supply centers. Two or 3 trips were made to each location 
to replenish supplies. Distribution at most locations was on a free 
choice basis; however, the schools gave the pamphlets directly to the 
pupils and a few of the stores put them in with the customers’ purchases. 
In total, about 13,000 copies were distributed. At the conclusion of 
the treatment period, the remaining 37,000 were returned to V.P.I. to be 
used in statewide programs. 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Aicer the questionnaires had been coded and scored, the results 
were punched into IBM cards. Codes were punched into one series of 
cards and scores into another. All cards were cross-referenced so that 
individual responses could be retreived if necessary. Pre- and post- 
treatment cards were color-coded to facilitate programming. 

A frequency analysis for the entire study was programmed on the 
IBM 7040 computer. Small separations involving fewer cards were made 
on the IBM 083 sorter. 

Average scores were derived by first taking an individual s total 
score in a specific category and dividing it by the number of variables 
that he attempted. The resulting figure was considered a numerical 
level of attainment in that category. These individual level values 
were then summed and divided by the number of individuals in the sample 
to give an average score, or attainment value for the sample. These 
operations were all programmed on the IBM 7040 and 1401 computers. 
Standard deviations also were calculated for future use in studying 
significance of differences by means of a programmed "Student t" 
test (11). 

The significance of difference between percentages was determined 
through the use of Davies’ test (7) and was not programmed on the 
computer. The Chi' square test was used as needed, but it also was not 
programmed . 



RESULTS 

The results obtained in this study will be summarized under 5 
headings : 

A) Sub-study of urban women based on use or non-use of 
pesticides as related to selected profile characteristics. 

B) Selected profile of the entire pre-treatment audience. 

C) Benchmarks of knowledge and attitude prior to the 
experimental treatment. 

D) Effect of a planned communication program. 

E) Relative effectiveness of mass media used. 

Selected Headings 

A) Sub-study of urban women based on use or non-use of pesticides as 
related to selected profile characteristics. 
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Graham (13) made a sub- study of 394 women in the pre- treatment 

# , ^ Gr re P or t- i- s reproduced as Appendix B. It is summarized as 

\ follows: 

Of the 394 urban women, 77.4% were users of pesticides whereas the 
remaining 22.6% were non-users. 

Pesticide use was independent of the age group in which the 
respondents were catagorized. The place of early residence (before 18 
years of age) had no significant influence as to whether the women used 
or did not use pesticides. Over \ of the middle class urban women 
in the sample spent their early years of residence in the city. 

The users of pesticides had obtained a significantly higher 
educational level than had the non-users. A higher percentage of the 
higher education group (users) were members of certain selected organi- 
zations, showed greater concern about environmental pollution, and were 
involved in more special interest activities. 

Although slightly less than \ of the middle class urban women were 
members of the selected organizations, more of the users (49.8%) were 
members than were the non-users (37.1%). 

A frequency analysis showed that three out of four middle and 
upper-middle class urban women read books and a majority participated 
in raising and arranging flowers. A higher percentage of users parti- 
cipated in all of the special interest activities than did the non-users 

( » 

A later study of the general attitude tabulations used by Graham 
has revealed that a clerical scoring error had been made. The corrected 
data are not reflected in Graham’s thesis. Therefore, the attitude 
comparisons made in Tables 13, 14, and 16 merely show trends, but are 
not valid statistically. 

.Selected pro file characteristics of the en tire pre- treatment 

audienc e^ prior to the experimental treatment . 

1. Age 

Before a meaningful educational program can be designed for a 
specific audience it is essential to determine the age group or groups 
involved. This determination is relatively easy for certain audiences, 
e.g. young marrieds, senior citizens, adolescents, etc. It becomes 
more difficult, however, when a broad socio-economic group such as the 
middle and upper-middle income urban dweller is concerned. Table 1 
summarizes the distribution of ages found in our sample population. 

The largest number of people in the test population fell into the 
40-49 year age group. This group was not significantly larger (5% level) 
than its closest rival, the 50-59 year group, according to Davies’ test 
for significance of differences between percentages (7). These 2 

groups totaled 44.2/ 0 of the sample* Pesticide use was not dependent on 
age. 

o 
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Table 1. 


Distribution of age 
population. 


groups 


within the 


test 




Age 


Total 


Users 


Non 


=Users 


# 


% 


# 


% 


# 


% 


15-19 


10 


1.3 


8 


80.0 


2 


20.0 


20-29 


78 


9.8 


64 


82.1 


14 


17.9 


30-39 


124 


15.6 


96 


77.4 


28 


22.6 


40-49 


192 


24.1 


158 


82.3 


34 


17.7 


50-59 


160 


20.1 


127 


79.4 


33 


20.6 


60-69 


143 


17.9 


115 


80.4 


28 


19.6 


70 + 


89 


11.2 


63 


71.0 


26 


29.0 


Total 


796 


100.0 


631 


79.3 


165 


20.7 



2. Educational attainment 

It should be obvious that an educational program can be made more 
effective if it takes into account the educational level of the audience. 
Table 2 summarizes the levels of educational attainment represented in 
our sample. 

Table 2. Educational levels attained by the test population 
Level Total Users Non-Users 



it % it \ # % 



Elementary 
(1 through 8 grade) 


77 


9.6 


48 


62.3 


29 


37.7 


High School 
(1 to 3 years) 


108 


13.5 


81 


75.0 


27 


25.0 


High School 
(graduate) 


256 


32.0 


198 


77.3 


58 


22.7 


College 

(1 to 3 years) 


127 


15.9 


102 


80.3 


25 


19.7 


College 

(graduate or beyond) 


233 


29.0 


206 


88.4 


27 


11.6 


Total 


801 


100.0 


635 


79.3 


166 


20.7 



The data in Table 2 indicate a reasonably high level of educational 
attainment in our urban sample. A high school education or beyond was 
claimed by 76.9/4 of the respondents. College degrees had been attained 
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by 37.8% of this group. Pesticide use was related to educational 
attainment. Davies' test (7) showed that there were significantly more 
non-users than users in the group that had not completed high school, 
whereas the reverse was true in the group of high school graduates and 
above. All comparisons were made at the 5% level of probability. 

3. Place of early residence 

The area in which our test audience had lived during their first 
18 years of life was considered an integral part of the profile study. 
An associated question involved whether place of early residence would 

influence use or non-use of pesticides. The results of the evaluation 
are summarized in Table 3. 



Table 3. 


Distribution of test 
residence prior to 18 


sample 

years 


based 
of age 


on place 

• 


1 of 






Total 


Users 


Non- 


Users 


Location 




# 


% 


# 


% 


# 


% 


Farm or 


ranch 


163 


20.3 


127 


77.9 


36 


22.1 


Country 




72 


9.0 


54 


75.0 


18 


25.0 


Town 




90 


11.2 


73 


81.1 


17 


18.9 


City 




475 


59.5 


380 


80.0 


95 


20.0 


Total 




800 


100.0 


634 


79.2 


166 


20.8 



The majority, 59.5% of the middle and upper-middle class urban 
dwellers interviewed, were raised in the city. Farm or ranch back- 
ground accounted for 20.3%, which was significantly higher than either 
of the other two categories. A chi-square test demonstrated that place 
of early residence did not influence use or non-use of pesticides. 

4. Membership in selected organizations 

It was felt that a profile based on membership in certain organi- 
zations would be helpful in defining the urban audience as well as in 
providing information regarding possible outlets for Extension infor- 
mation. The membership distribution is summarized in Table 4. 

More people in the test group belonged to the PTA than to any 
other of the selected organizations. Garden clubs and sportsmen's clubs 
were next in membership but their number fell well below that of the PTA. 
Within each organization there were significantly more users than non- 
users of pesticides. This fact is not significant, however, because in 
most cases the numbers did not differ greatly from the distribution of 
users and non-users in the entire sample. 
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Table 4. Distribution of sample based on membership in certain 
organizations . 



- Tota:1 - Users Non-Users 



Organization 


# 


%* 


# 


%* 


# 


7 * 


PTA 


221 


27.6 


186 


84.1 


35 


15.9 


Garden Club 


37 


4.6 


30 


81.1 


7 


18.9 


Sportsmen’s Club 


35 


4.4 


28 


80.0 


7 


20.0 


Home Demonstration Club 


13 


1.6 


8 


61.5 


5 


38.5 


League of Women Voters 


12 


1.5 


10 


83.3 


2 


16.7 


Rotary 


11 


1.4 


10 


90.9 


1 


9.1 


A.A.U.W. 


8 


1.0 


7 


87.5 


1 


12.5 


Toastmasters Club 


6 


0.7 


5 


83.3 


1 


16.7 


Lions 


5 


0.6 


5 


100.0 


0 


0.0 


Kiwanis 


5 


0.6 


5 


100.0 


0 


0.0 


Audubon 


2 


0.2 


2 


100.0 


0 


0.0 



! " % Wllln °t total 100 because respondents may have belonged to 

] more than 1 organization or to none of those listed. Based 

I on a sample of 801. 



5. Special interests 

determination 8 ^ P • t0W ? rt * Setting to know our urban audience was a 

Thl T ? u . f ]- nvolvement in certain special interest activities 
The distribution is summarized in Table 5. 

Nearly 3/4 of the respondents showed interest in reading books 

and over half participated in raising flowers. Very little Interest 
shown m collecting insects. y interest 



.! 



t 




was 
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Table 5. Distribution of sample based on hobbies and special 
interests . 



Total Users Non-Users 

(801) 

Special interest # %* # %* # % * 

Reading Books 



Raising Flowers 

Swimming 

Fishing 

Discussion Groups 

Flower Arranging 

Vegetable Gardening 

Boating 

Hiking 

Camping 

Bird Watching 

Hunting 

Nature Study 

Golf 

Collecting Insects 



577 


71.9 


474 


433 


54.0 


352 


340 


42.3 


285 


308 


38.4 


252 


276 


34.4 


235 


266 


33.2 


209 


219 


27.3 


184 


190 


23.7 


161 


153 


19.1 


131 


129 


16.1 


105 


128 


15.9 


108 


117 


14.6 


96 


109 


13.6 


98 


105 


13.1 


91 



82.1 


103 


17.9 


81.3 


81 


18.7 


83.8 


55 


16.2 


81.8 


56 


18.2 


85.1 


41 


14.9 


78.6 


57 


21.4 


84.0 


35 


16.0 


84.7 


29 


15.3 


85.6 


22 


14.4 


81.4 


24 


18.6 


84.4 


20 


15.6 


82.1 


21 


17.9 


89.9 


11 


10.1 


86.7 


14 


13.3 


100.0 


0 


0.0 



10 1.2 10 

* ^ ' s will not total 100 because respondents may have checked more 

than one interest. 

6. General observations 

Frequency determinations sorted out from the interview schedule 
illustrated certain other characteristics of the urban sample. Thes 
are summarized in Table 6. 



Table 6. Miscellaneous profile characteristic of the 
Roanoke and Richmond total sample. 



Item 




Number 


Percent 


Owned TV 




769 


95.0 


Owned radio 




723 


89.8 


Took daily paper 




786 


97.2 


Took Sunday paper 


• 


766 


94.9 


Used pesticides 




635 


79.0 


Owned a dog(s) 




285 


35.5 


Owned a cat(s) 




132 


16.5 


Bought a fishing license 




162 


20.2 


Children under 15 yrs. at 


home 

0 


510 


63.9 




1-3 


255 


32.0 


4 


or more 


33 


4.1 



These observations are offered merely to help round out a 

picture of the segment of a middle and upper-middle class urban audience 
sampled in this study. 

C) Benchmarks of knowled ge and attitude prior to the e xnp.rimpnf a l 
treatment . 



Within the framework of this study, benchmarks were considered as 
numerical, evaluations of the middle and upper-middle class urban dweller's 
attitude toward and knowledge of pesticides and the role of the government 
in regulating their use. The research plan called for establishing 
benchmarks under 4 categories; knowledge general, knowledge government, 
attitude general, and attitude government. 



The pre- treatment , or "before" benchmarks measured the levels 
characterizing the test sample prior to being exposed to a planned 
communication program. Post-treatment or "after" benchmarks were 
established to determine the effectiveness of the educational program 



The following tables present bencfcrks for the entire test 
populations as well as for the control and the experimental groups. 
Benchmarks for the total group were established by Bush (5) in a sub- 
study of these data* 
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Table 7. Average levels of knowledge and attitudes of the combined 
Roanoke and Richmond, Virginia urban samples, July-August, 
1966, prior to an experimental treatment. 



Item 




Average 


Scores 




Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Benchmark 










before treatment 


3.72407 


2.51132 


6.90101 


5.37037 


Benchmark 










attainable 


5.30000 


7.50000 


10.00000 


10.00000 


Percent 










attained 


68.37 


33.48 


69.01 


53.70 



N = 801 



The data in Table 7 indicate above-average general knowledge and 
attitudes regarding pesticides. Attitude toward government regulation 
was slightly above average while knowledge of the government's role in 
pesticide regulation was well below average. Bush (5) points out that 
the knowledge scores follow a pattern reported for Xowa farmers by Beal 
et al (3). These observations indicate that an Extension educational 
program on pesticides for urban or rural audiences should give particular 
emphasis to the role of the government in pesticide regulation and 
consumer protection. 



The same statistical techniques for sampling were used in both 
Roanoke and Richmond. As previously stated, Roanoke was designated as 
the control area and Richmond as the treatment area. It then became 
necessary to test the validity of this decision. The test is summarized 
in Table 8. 
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Table 8. Average levels of knowledge and attitude of the separate 

Roanoke and Richmond, Virginia urban samples, July-August, 
1966, prior to an experimental treatment. 



Item 






Average . 


Scores 




Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Roanoke 




3.59566 


2.50138 


6.89088 


5.29229 


Richmond 




3.63359 


2.51465 


6.90442 


5.39653 








Analysi 


s 




Difference in scores 


0.03793 


0,01327 


0.01354 


0.10424 


t-value 




-0.518 


-0.083 


-0.134 


-0.593 


Significance at 5% 


NS 


NS 


NS 


NS 



df = 799 



The data in Table 8 show no significant differences in pesticide 
knowledge and attitude levels in the 2 urban samples. It was concluded 
that Roanoke would serve as a reliable control for the experiment. 

D) Effectiveness of the planned communication program . 

After the pre- treatment interviews had been completed, the experi- 
mental treatment, or planned communication program was initiated in 
Richmond. The program has been discussed in an earlier section. It was 
conducted from August 26 to September 22, 1966. 

Post-treatment interviews were initiated at the conclusion of the 
treatment. Randomization of the individuals to be interviewed followed 
the plan used previously. In addition, 50 pre-treatment interviewees 
were selected at random in both Roanoke and Richmond. In practice, more 
than the required numbers were selected to allow for refusal or 
unavailability. 

The post- treatment questionnaires were coded and scored and the 
results were analyzed at the VPI Computer Center. The benchmarks and 
comparisons are summarized in the following tables. 
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Table 9. Average levels of knowledge and attitude of the control 

(Roanoke) sample and the treated (Richmond) sample, October- 
November, 1966. 



Item 




Average 


Scores 




Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Roanoke 

(control) 


3.78018 


2.32986 


6.90323 


5.04343 


Richmond 

(treatment) 


3.53788 


2.28545 


6.99089 


4.94975 


Analysis 


Difference in scores 0.24230 


0.04441 


0.08766 


0,09368 


t-value 


3.286 


0.293 


-1.015 


0.562 


Significance at 5% S 


NS 


NS 


NS 



df = 808 



Prior to the experimental treatment there was no significant 
difference in any of the 4 knowledge and attitude categories between the 
control and experimental groups (Table 8). However, the data in Table 9 
show that there was a significantly higher level of general knowledge 
m the control group after the treatment. This development is difficult 
to explain because the Extension education program was not conducted in 
Roanoke. Post-treatment interviews show some accidental exposure, no 
oubt due to individuals in the control group traveling in the treatment 
area during the time that the program was being conducted. It is also 
possible that general information had been made available by pesticide 
manufacturers, dealers, the USDA, or other organizations. 

anc * a ^ ter scores in Roanoke and Richmond are compared in 
the following 4 tables. Table 10 summarizes the scores for the Roanoke 
reinterview group which was composed of individuals who were inter- 
viewed both before and after the Richmond treatment. Original plans 
called for 50 interviews but a recording error made it impossible to 
relate 2 schedules to the original individual. Therefore the Roanoke 
group was reduced to 48. 
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Table 10. Average levels of knowledge and attitude of the reinterview 
control group in the Roanoke control sample. 



Item 






Average 


Scores 






Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Pre-treatment 




3.52119 


2.65327 


6.97870 


4.86111 


Post-treatment • 




3.76304 


2.52199 


7.01667 


4.69097 








Analysis 




Difference in scores 


0.24185 


0.13128 


0.03797 


0.17014 a 


t-value 




-1.502 


0.317 


-0.168 


0.421 


Significance at 5% 


NS 


NS 


NS 


NS 



df = 94 



The above data show that there was no significant change in the 
reinterview group. Although general knowledge approached significance 
at the 5% level (calculated t=1.502, required for significance, 2.01). 
This trend has an impact on the comparisons in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Average levels of knowledge and attitudes in the total Roanoke 
control sample. 



Item 






Average 


Scores 






Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Pre-treatment 




3.59566 


2.50138 


6.89088 


5.29229 


Post -treatment 




3.78018 


2.32986 


6.90323 


5.04343 








Analysis 




Difference in scores 


0.18452 


0.17152 


0.01235 


0.24886 


t-value 




-2.209 


0.963 


-0.114 


1.242 


Significance at 5% 


S 


NS 


NS 


NS 



df = 412 



Table 11 shows that when the total Roanoke Control group was 
evaluated a significantly higher level of general knowledge was 
demonstrated in the post-treatment interviews. This same phenomenon 
was noted previously when the control was compared with the Richmond 
experimental group (Table 9). Possible reasons for this development 
were discussed. 
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Table 12. Average levels of knowledge and attitudes of the 

reinterview group in the Richmond treatment sample. 



Item 




Average 


Scores 




Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Pre-treatment 




3.76802 


2.18325 


7.07600 


5.65833 


Post-treatment 




3.63821 


2.09972 


7,18600 


5.05000 


Analysis 


Difference in scores 


0.12981 


0.08353 


0.11000 


0.60833 


t-value 




0.824 


0.221 


-0.436 


1.335 


Significance at 5% 


NS 


NS 


NS 


NS 



df = 98 



Table 12 shows that the experimental treatment did not change 
significantly the pesticide knowledge or attitude of the Richmond 

re interview group. Possible reasons for lack of measurable change will 
be discussed later. 
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Table 13. Average levels of knowledge and attitudes of the total 
Richmond treatment sample. 



Item 




Average 


Scores 




Knowledge 

General 


Knowledge 

Government 


Attitude 

General 


Attitude 

Government 


Pre-treatment 


3,63359 


2.51465 


6.90442 


5.39653 


Post- treatment 


3.53788 


2.28545 


6.99089 


4.94975 


Analysis 


Difference in scores 0.09571 


0.22920 


0.09647 


0.44678 


t-value 


1.777 


2.009 


-1.267 


3.593 


Significance at 5% NS 


S 


NS 


S 



N = 1195 



Table 13 presents a rather perplexing problem. The data show that 
after ^the experimental treatment the total Richmond sample had a 
significantly lower level of knowledge of government pesticide regulatory 
activities and had a significantly less favorable attitude toward 
government regulations of pesticides and their use. On the surface, one 
might conclude that the Extension educational program had an adverse 
effect in these 2 categories. This is difficult to believe, however, 
ecause the program stressed correct information and favorable attitudes. 
It is possible that the audience was exposed, during the treatment 
period, to publicity on governmental regulations which could have been 
misinterpreted. Misinformation regarding food contamination, pesticide 
accidents, or government inspections might have produced negative 
responses. 



Another possible explanation must be considered. There is insuffi- 
cient evidence available to allow for a clear definition of normal 
variation in knowledge and attitudes of an urban audience regarding 
pesticides. It is possible that in test samples of the size used in this 
study that the unexplained significant differences were really an 
expression of normal variation. This suggestion is supported by changes 
in the control before and after the treatment (Table 11) and the subsequent 
improvement of the control over the treatment (Tab - 



A \ 
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The data m the foregoing tables lead to the conclusion that the 
experimental treatment, or planned communication program was not effective 
m producing the desired changes in the urban audience. 
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E ) Relative effectiveness of mass media used . 

Although the experimental treatment did not bring about the desired 
change in the test population, a detailed analysis of the mass media used 
has provided some guideposts for future program development. This phase 
of the over-all study has been reported by Hamilton (14). His complete 
report is included as Appendix D. The following observations are 
summarized for the report. 

The communications program reached 140 people in the total sample 
of 597 (23.454). Frequency data showed that 117 people had been reached 
by only 1 of the media used, 21 had been reached by any 2 media, and 2 
had been reached by 3 of the 4 media. No one in the sample had been 
reached by all 4 media. 

A breakdown of contacts made by each medium used in the program 
showed that television reached 103 people (17.25%), radio 24 (4.02%), 
newspaper 12 (2.01%), and the publication 26 (4.35%). Compared to 
media coverage criteria reported in the literature, the coverage in 
this experimental treatment was inadequate. 

Of the contacts made, television made 103 (62.42%), radio (14.55%), 
newspaper 12 (7.27%), and the publications 26 (15.76%). Even though 
the coverage was not wide enough to cause significant changes in know- 
ledge and attitudes of the entire test population, those people who 
were reached showed a degree of response to the program. It is 
questioned however, whether these responses have any true meaning in 
judging the effectiveness of the informational program. 

The 103 people reached by television had a significantly higher 
"knowledge government" score than did the 494 who were not reached. 

Scores for the other categories remained unchanged. The "Larry the 
Label" spots were remembered by 98 people, 4 of whom also recalled 
a VPI-produced program. The remaining 5 people remembered a VPI 
program only. 

Attitude government" scores were higher for the radio contacts 
than for the non-contacts (24 vs. 585). No knowledge or attitude 
change was found in the 26 people who remembered seeing the pamphlet. 

The significant differences which developed are difficult to 
explain because the government’s role in chemical pesticides was not 
emphasized to a greater extent than other elements in the informational 
program, yet significant differences appeared only in these categories. 

All mass media contacts (140) had a significantly higher "know- 
ledge government" score than did the no contacts (457). However, 

Table 13 shows that when the entire before and after samples were 
compared there was a decrease rather than an increase in this categnrVi 

Hamilton (14) concludes that too few people were contacted by 
the total program and that each medium fell short of achieving its 
potential reach. Significant differences which appeared in certain 
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specific divisions of the sample feel without pattern and held no 
obvious relationship to each other. It is doubtful that these differences* 
are a true measure of the effectiveness of the program. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The data summarized from this study lead to the conclusion that 
the experimental treatment or planned Extension communication program 
failed to improve the middle and upper-middle class urban dweller's 
knowledge of and attitude toward pesticides and the government's role in 
regulating their use. This study has brought out several possible 
explanations for the failure and has pointed out possible avenues for 
improvement. 

The time at which the VPI-produced television programs were put 
on the air is thought to have contributed to the lack of success of 
the informational program. The hours between 5 and 7 AM were not 
popular viewing hours for the urban sample. A frequency analysis 
showed that only 1.7% of the sample usually watched television during 
these hours. 

Afternoon viewing was somewhat more popular. However, of the 80 
people who watched television between noon and 4 PM, only 1 person 
remembered a VPI 3 PM pesticide program. 

An analysis of viewer recall covering all telecasting hours 
showed that 61 people saw a program which mentioned pesticides but 
that only 1 (1.6%) recognized a VPI-produced program. 

The foregoing observations lead to the conclusions that, 1) the 
early morning viewing hour was not the proper time to try to reach the 
urban audience with an informational program on pesticides, and 2) the 
quality of the programs was such that no lasting impression was made on 
the people who were exposed to them. 

The cartoon character "Larry the Label" was the most successful 
single item in the program. In all, 98 people (16.5%) remembered 
seeing "Larry". This reach may have been due to the quality of the 
production, its brevity, its entertainment value, the number of times 
it was used, and when it was used. 

It is difficult to explain why radio did not have a greater reach. 

The hours between 5 and 9 AM were designated as the most popular, 
claiming 201 listeners (33.7%) in our sample audience, yet only 24 
people (4.0%) remembered 1 of the VPI pesticide information tapes. 

The quality of the programs may have influenced impact, as well as 
the fact that they were in competition with news and the weather. 

Why only 1 out of 4 newspaper feature stories was used remains a 
mystery. All were considered to be of high quality and were well 
illustrated. The suggestion has been offered that although editors 
will accept news items from outside sources, many prefer to have their 
own writers prepare feature stories as directed. 
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> The publication, Passport To A Better Life was considered a 

' quality production yet it was recalled by only 26 people (4.35%) in 

i the sample audience. This raises a question as to whether the pamphlet 

lacked impact or whether free choice distribution was the best method 
of reaching the audience. 

The time of year at which the informational program was presented, 
August 26 to September 22, may have had some influence on its success. 
Although much of the program was oriented toward a clean and abundant 
harvest and to all phases of safe use of pesticides, which is a year- 
round problem, it is felt that more emphasis is placed on pests and 
pesticides in the spring than in the fall. This feeling is supported 
by the fact that Extension Specialists and Agents receive far more 
requests in the spring for information on pests and pesticides than 
they do in the fall. In view of the content of the program, the 
influence of timing may not have been significant, but must be kept 

| in mind when future programs are considered. 

\ Most Extension communication programs in the past have developed 

without the guidance of audience benchmarks or a clearly defined 
jj audience profile. This study has demonstrated that a traditional-type 

jj informational program did not succeed in changing knowledge and 

I attidude of an urban audience regarding pesticides. Evaluation of the 

■ data obtained in the study has aided in formulating recommendations 

? which may assist in designing future pesticide information programs, 

; as well as programs in other subject matter areas for the urban 

j audience. 

j RECOMMENDATIONS 

I 

jj 

| 1) The educational level and wide range of interests and 

involvement suggests that pesticide informational programs for the 
| urban audience must be prepared at a highly professional level and 

be sufficiently sophisticated and entertaining to allow them to 
compete successfully with other demands on the audience’s time. 

2) Consideration should be given to buying prime television 
time as a means of getting Extension's message to the public more 
effectively. Prime time for our urban sample was after 6 PM. This 
might be different for other audiences, however. 

3) Extension’s traditional methods of using mass media should 

be evaluated in the light of the urban audience. The evaluation should 
consider current research results in all fields of communication, and 
for each medium used in existing programs. 

4) Extension should establish a closer relationship with city 

i editors to insure that feature stories get the desired newspaper 

coverage. 

5) Program planners must take every effort to know their audience. 
Prior information on special interests, hobbies, membership in organi- 
zations, educational level, listening and viewing habits, and other 
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characteristics can be most helpful in directing and presenting a program 
which will appeal to the intended audience. 

6) Current levels of knowledge and attitudes should be established 
prior to planning an educational program. These benchmarks are useful 
not only in setting the level and scope of the program but also as 
reference points upon which program evaluations may be based. 
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Va„ Coop. Extension Service 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute 



Budget Bureau No; 40-6673 
Approval Expires; Dec, 31, 1966 



Address of respondent 
Date of interview 



Summer 1966 



Interviewer's name 



CHEMICAL- PE STIC IDE STUDY 



I am representing the College of Agriculture 
Institute which is making a study of the interests 

of Virginia in the use of pesticides on the farm 
home. ' ’ 



of Virginia Polytechnic 
and needs of the people 
in the yard, and in the 



When I say pesticides, I mean chemicals that are used to kill pests 
such as insects, weeds, plant diseases, rats, and mice. 



Have you, yourself, ever used any pesticide? Yes (1) / /No (2) / / 

IF NO, SKIP TO INTRODUCTION TO QUESTION 3, 

IF YES, ASK; 



1 3 w 



IK 

JL o 

lc. 



ld„ 

le. 



To kill weeds? 



ooooooouauooooooooooooouoooooftf* 



To kill insects inside 



the house 



9 

• OOOOOOOOOOQQ 



Yes (1) 


/_ 


_/ 


No (2) 


/ 


/ 


Yes (1) 


/_ 


J 


No (2) 


/ 


/ 



To kill insects 
lawn, in flowers 
garden? 



outside, on the 
, on vegetable 

OooojOouowoooOueooooo 



To kill mice or rats? ... 



To control plant diseases such as 
b 1 a ck spot on ros e s ? 

IT ^ oooogoooQOoo&o* 



Yes 


(1) 


/ 


/ 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


j 


Yes 


(1) 


/ 


/ 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


j 


Yes 


(1) 


/_ 


_/ 


No 


(2) 


r 


~7 



IF YES TO la. ASK; 



How often would you say you use weed killer? CHECK ONE 



Less than once a year 

On P P nl* no £} ~ 



ooouoOooodooooon 



O « 0 O • o 



OOOOOO(tt) 



(1) / / 



Once a month during the growing season . 

More than once a month during growing 
season * 



n u o o * o 



0 0 0 O O O 



r n \ / j 

\ ^ / f / 



(3) / / 



fioooooooa 



ooooo0tto9oooooooo6ooooopoooouo 



(4) / / 



2 



IF. YES TO lc o ASKS 



I 

j 

f: 

\ 

% 

\ 

{ 

} 

i 

t 

i 

i 




2a o How often would you say you use insect killers outside the 
house? CHECK ONE 



Less 


til 3 n 0 n C 6 3 y 631T OdOQooo 6 oOao«oOoo< 5 »uoodo 


a) 


r 


"7 


Once 


0 IT t X C 6 3 y 031T oooOooooooooQOoOooeQooooo 


(2) 




_/ 


Once 


3 month during the growing sesson „ 0 0 0 * * o 


(3) 


/I 


17 


More than once a month during growing 

S G 3 S OX! Ouooooot>oooooQ»ji>oooooQouooaouotJVOO<iooo6 


(A) 


/I 


17 



As you perhaps know, farmers and public health workers use pesticides 
to control and destroy the weeds and insects that attack plants, animals, 
and people o Some people have expressed concern over the possible dangers 
of the use of such pesticides,, 

3. Have you ever seen this matter - possible dangers of the use of pesticides 
discussed on ToV„? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) / __/ Don't remember (3) /__ / 

4„ Have you ever heard this matter discussed on the radio? 

Yes (1) / No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / __/ 

5 o Have you ever read about it in magazines or books? 

Yes (1) / _/ No (2) / — / Don't remember (3) / / 

6o Have you ever discussed it with relatives or members of the family? 

Yes (1) / _/ No (2) / / Don't remember (3) /__ / 

7« Did your friends ever bring this subject up in a conversation? 

Yes (1) / _y No (2) / __/ Don't remember (3) / / 

8. Have you ever attended a group meeting where such a concern was the 
topic of discussion? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) /_ / Don't remember (3) / / 



r 




3 



Are foods checked for the presence of pesticides before they <are sold? 



Yes (1) / / 


No (2) / / Don't know (3) 




J 


•IF NO OR DON'T KNOW 


- SKIP TO QUESTION 10. 






IF YES 5 ASKs 








9a« You mean all foods? 


gouooUdoooooooopoooooouoou^l^ 


C. 


7 


Or some foods? „ „ 0 


OdUyAnOOOOOO&OQ 6 0000000000^2) 




j 



9b„ Will you look at this card (A) and tell me who from this list does 
the checking? 

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY, 



i. 


G r ow e r , , u ^ , 


c 


17 


5 . 


Wholesaler „ a « » 


2. 


Federal Government 0 


c 


17 


6. 


Other (Specify) 


3 o 


The store , , , c „ „ „ „ „ „ » 


r 


17 


7 . 


Don 8 1 know „ « 0 „ 


4 


State government 


r 


17 







IF YES TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, ASK., 

9c„ Do you know which department or agency in the Federal Government is 
responsible for doing the checking? 

Yes (1) LU No ( 2 ) / 7 Not Sure (3) / J 

IF YES TO ABOVE, ASKs 

9d„ Which ones? 

USDA (1) / 7 HEW (FDA) (2) / J Other (3) / J 

IF YES TO STATE GOVERNMENT , ASKs 

9e„ Do you know which Department or agency in the State Government is 
responsible for doing the checking? 



Yes 


t-* 

Q 

s: 

o 

ro 
' 


c 


J 


Not Sure (3) / ' "J 


IF YES 


TO ABOVE, ASKS 








Which d 


nes ? 








Virginia Dept„ of Agr 0 




J 


Others j / 



•_ 4 



9g„ Are there any Federal laws controlling the amount of pesticides that may 
be in food? 

Yes (1) r 7 No (2) / J Not Sure (3) / " 7 
IF YES TO ABOVE , ASKs 
9ho What are the names of the laws? 



10 o Do you believe that the government is doing all it can to adequately 
protect you from possible poisoning by pesticides? 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / Don't know (3) / / 

11. Will you look at this card (B) and tell me which of the items you believe 
to be correct? 

Federal government control of pesticides includes: 



a „ 



Direct supervision of pesticide manufacturing 
and packaging plants 



OOOClOOOQUQOoOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOliOOOOOOQ 



Allowing sale only if pesticide can be used 
safely « „ „ 



oooaoooaooouuoQuopoo a a a o oooooooo o o ® o ® o o p o o o o o o 



Allowing sale only if pesticide does what 
the manufacturer says it will 



bOUCJU4UOOooOui3UOoOO»ooooooo 



Permitting sale of the most poisonous 
pesticides only to farmers 



©QOUOUOd0OUOO©OOllOOOOQ0O0®OOQO 



e„ Control of statements on pesticide label 
f„ Setting retail prices of pesticides 

g . Don ' t know » . . « u 

h. No control 



oAoooooouaouoooo 



OOOOOOOUOOOUOOOOOQOOO 



OOOOOUOOOUOOOOOUdOOQOOUOOODOOOUQOOOOOOOOO 



oocioouooooocooouoooooooogojooooooooooooooooooo 



/ / 
/ 7 
/ 7 

CU 

dj 

CU 

n 



IF go OR h„ IS CHECKED, SKIP TO QUESTION 13 



o 

ERIC 
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12 0 Will you look at this card (C) and tell me which of these things th< 
Government should do? 



CHECK ONLY ONE . 

Remove all controls on the use of pesticides 0000 
Remove some controls on the use of pesticides 
Leave all controls as they are 

Put some more controls on the use of pesticides 
Dut a lot control on the use of pesticides 



0 0 O O 0 O o 



000400000 DO 



( 1 ) / ,/ 

( 2 ) / 7 



OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOQOOOtfOOOOO 



ooofrOoOo 



oouoooo a o o 



( 3 ) /_/ 
00 (4) / 7 

(5) f~j 



D on t kn OW ocoooooooo.BoooooooeuoaoooooooeonoooooooooD.oooo (6) / / 

13" Do manufacturers warn users when their pesticide is poisonous? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) / 7 Don't know (3) / J 

IF YES s ASK; 



13ao When they do warn users, how do they do it? 

On the label (1) /__ / Other (2) / _/ Don't know (3) / / 

IF THE RESPONDENT ANSWERED NO TO QUESTION 1 ON PAGE 1 (NEVER USED ANY PESTICIDES) 
NOW SKIP TO QUESTION 25 . 

14 U When you use a pesticide which you have used before, do you read the label, 
or do you remember how to use it without reading it again? 

Read (1) /_ / Remember how (2) / _/ Other (3) / ~J 

15 * Are there any particular directions on labels you can't understand or follow? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / __/ 

IF YES, ASK; 

15a. Can you tell me what some of them are? 



! 



16o Do you happen to know what word is used to describe the amount of 
pesticide allowable by law in food or food products? 



Tolerance (1) / J Other answer (2) / / Don't know (3) / / 




35 
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17 » Where do you keep pesticides when y.p-u are not using them? 
CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 

d , 



. a 0 

1! 


In 


ttlG garage ^0000000000.0 


/_ 


j 


** 

j b© 


In 


a garden tool shed 00 oo 


/_ 


j 


n 

c 


In 


the krtchen □, oao«oooooo 


r 


17 



In the basement 



O o a a o o o 



/ / 



18 » Would you say that all, most, some, or none are stored out of reach of 
children or pets? 



A1 1 CO / J Most (2) / J Some ( 3 ) /_ / None (4) /__/ 

19 o Are all, most, some, or none stored under lock and key? 



AH ( 1 ) /___/ Most ( 2 ) / / .Some ( 3 ) / / None ( 4 ) / / 

20 o Have you ever used aerosol bombs containing pesticides? 

Yes (0 / 7 No ( 2 ) / 7 

IF NO* SKIP TO QUESTION 21 
IF YES , ASKS ' ‘ 

20 a „ What do you do with them when they are empty? CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 



oooooDooooooooooooooo 



oao«ooooooooooooocioooekOOooooQO<jooooooflioo 



a, Throw in trash pick-up ... 
bo Burn 

^ ° Throw away 00900090000000 0.© oooooooooooooouooooo 

do B U r y oooooooooooooooooooOoooOuaaouoac. 

e. Other (Specify) 



O, OOOOOOOOO 



r 


1 7 


c 


J 


/_i 


J 


/I 


17 



21 o What do you dp with empty containers of pesticides other than aerosol 
bombs? CHECK AS MAjfY AS APPLY 

a o B urn , if paper bag 0*00000000000000000000000000 j j 

b„ Throw in Hash pick-up 



odeooooooooooooooooooob 



/ / 



Bury ©oooooooo«oooaOoooooqoooooo©aaoooooooooooo / / 



d. If bottles, wash and use for 
storage o.f other liquids 



oaooeooo90.oooo^ooQo6e 



/ / 



e. Other (Specify) 
f» Don't use - 



□ Oooo«6oO0oQQO£>oOooooq&oocloooooooO 



/ / 



O 

ERIC 

kr.liIlliTTlmjdilU 
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22. What do you- do with left-over pesticide spray material? 

CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 

• a ft Dump OU* ground OOOOQOOOOOO.QOOOQOOO.OOOOOOOOOOQOOO.OOOOO 

bo Leave in sprayer for next time 

c. Pour down drain 

d. Keep in a container, but not in sprayer 



oonoo*oo0oOOo6o(>Oopoo*oao 



oacBiboajooooeooooooooooooooooooofc 



o a o o o 



ooQoOOOoOaQo o o p 0 



Don't have any left over - make just 
what is needed 



oa PooorOOOOo o a 90 o o o o 0 • o o t> O a o o o o o o o • 0 0 oaQo 



/ / 

/Z7 

CD 

/—/ 



/__/ 



f. Other (Specify) 



g. Have never used a pesticide in a sprayer 



oooooaooaoitouoo 



/ / 



23. Will you look at this card (D) and tell me which of these ways help you 
decide which pesticide to buy ? CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 

a. Advertisement" 



(a) In newspaper 0000 

(b) On TV 

(c) On radio 
In magazine 



OOOOooooOQOOoooooooOOoooooooQo 



ooooq6oooooooooooOOUoouooooOoo00oOqoooooo 



OOOOOOOOOO0QO»OOOUOOOOOOOOOQ4oeaO*0OO« 



/~ 7 

rz 7 

r 



OOOQ00 OOO 0000O o o • o acooooooooooooooo 



r 



7 

7 



oo0oocr«oouooooo9ooooooeoooooodooo0ot>o6«*o 



090000 $ OOOOOOOOO 



bo Ask a friend » 0 

c„ Ask the Extension agent (county agent) B 
d. Ask the storekeeper or clerk » . » „ . » . „,o . . . » 0 . « . 0 » « . «■ o B 0 0 .»• 
® -® Ask a imir s e ir^man oooqooo.q.op, ooooooooooooooo.oooooooo.oo 
fo Ask V.P 0 I 0 (Va o Tech) 

g. Ask the State Department of Agriculture 



/_/ 
/ 
f 



/ 



ooooQoooooooOC&OOooooOQCoooooooooo 



oOOQOOOCo^OOOQOO 



/ 

CD 
/I 

L 



/ 



/- 



h. Look through the various pesticides on 
the shelf at the store 



O«OOOOOOOOOeoeOOQOOOOOO»OO#0OoO9-O 



i« Read about the correct pesticide in a 

book, magazine, or recommendation sheet » 0 



q 0 o 0 0 *00000000 



j. Use the one I have used for years 
k« Family member told me what to buy 
1. Other (Specify) • 



oOOOOo«oouoooo©oooo*oo 



00000000000 # 0 c *****0 



/ / 



/ / 

CD 

CD 



m. I don't buy them o» oa . 



OO 0 OoODOoooooo*oo<»ooooooooo**o**o* 



/ 7 



O 

ERIC 
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24o Will you look at this card (E) and tell. me which of these methods yOu 
use to find out how to use a pesticide? CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 



aoo6oao«oaoo4>*odo6o'oooao6o'9«o0ooooooo 



ooooo»ocoo«Ooe#oOO»oo 



a. Ask a friend . 

bo Recall what I have read about it 
Co Read the instructions printed on the package 
d„ Ask the person who 'sold it to me „. 0 
o • Ask the county agent oeooooyoooooooooooooooo»*ooooo 
fo Ask a nurseryman 



OQOOOOOOO 



O q o o a o 0 ooo • o o a» o o o 



oooaoo#aooooooooc<jooot;ouooooooo«oc.^ 



g. Look in bulletin or article I have seen 
about the pesticide 



OOf>OO«0OOOOaOOOeOODQO9QQOOOa4«OOO 



h. Ask a family member 
i® Other (Specify) ___ 



OOQ«0 



<3 000000*000£0**00000000t)00 



/ 


/ 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 


/_ 


J 



25 o I have some books listed here 0 As I name each one,' will you tell me 
whether you have heard of it, whether you have read it, and whether 
it discusses pesticides? 

Discusses 

Heard of? Read? Pesticides? 

a. DEERS LAYER by Yes (1) / J Yes (1) /~7 Yes (1) f J 

James Fenimore 

Cooper oooovooouoo No (2) / / No (2) / / No (2) / '/ 



















DK 


(3) 




7 


b. 


SILENT SPRING 


Yes 


(1) 


r ~ r 


Yes 


(1) /. 


Z7 


Yes 


(1) 




7 




by Rachel 
























Carson oo«ooooaooo 


No 


(2) 


ru 


No 


(2) /. 


ZJ 


No 


(2) 




7 


















DK 


(3) /ZJ 


c. 


TO KILL A. 


Yes 


(1) 


nj 


Yes 


(1) /. 


Z7 


Yes 


(1) 


/_ 


./ 




MOCKINGBIRD by 
























Harper Lee „ , . . . . 0 


No 


(2) 


cm 


No 


<2) /; 


Z7 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


7 


















DK 


(3) 


/_ 


_/ 


d. 


BUGS OR PEOPLE? 


Yes 


<D 


/ / 


Yes 


(1) /. 


_/ 


Yes 


(1) 


/_ 


./ 




by Wheeler 
























McMillen 


No 


(2) 


/_/ 


No 


( 2 ) rzzf 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


7 






, 












DK 


(3) 


/_ 


7 










9 






i 

J 

1 

I 

f 

i 

\ 

i 

i 

t 

i 

I 

I 

J 

\ 



[ 



26 » What effect do you think the use of pesticides has on the quality of 
foods produced; Improves quality, lowers quality, or has no effect? 



o og opoo. ooqoooq«»ooooo>oooooo y 0 O o o 



Improves quality 0 

No effect ooooooooooooooopooaooooooooooOQOuaoooooo 

Low ers quality uoooopo.qooooooqoqoooooooooooo 
I mproves some, lowers others „ » , g 0 
Don't know 



CD /_/ 



ooqoooc»ooooooqo& 



t»OooO0OOOOoo«>oO^)oo^>Oi7oo*oop oo o o op q o o a 0 



( 2 ) /_/ 

o0OO c, ( 3 ) / ~ 7 

(4) rzj 

. ( 5 ) f~J 



27 • I have a short list of items here,, As I read each one, will you tell 

me whether you think it is one of the results of the use of pesticides? 



Yes ( 1 ) No ( 2 ) Don't know ( 3 ) 



a„ Control .of malarial 
mosquitoes ooooooooo 



o o 0 o 



b 0 Reduction of amount 
of sleeping sickness 
(equine encephalitis) 0 «o 00 



c. Reduction of the 
number of fish in 
some places or 

cHT€!3S 0 0 O 0 0 O O’ O <) *0 0 Q O 0 o o 



o -o 



d 4 Control of fleas 
and flies that 
c ar ry disease 09000000000*0 



II 



/ / 



/_/ 



f_J 



/ / 
/ 



II 



II 



/ / 



/_/ 



/ / 

/Z7 



e. Reduction in the _____ _____ 

number of birds oooo^oooooo / / / / 




i 

i 

i 

i 
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28 . Will you look at all the items on this card (]?) , and then toil mo 

which you. think are the most s ign if i can t or f m p or t ant effects of post: i.c ides? 

DO NOT CHECK ALL - CHECK ONLY HOST IMPORTANT 



a„ Kill ants 



c. 



OOOOoGOoQooOOOOoOOOOoaOOOOl'OdO 



0 *.■ o » <. 



l> t , ‘ o *» 



i* o c» '• c . np o > ci 



Protect apples from insects . „ = 0 0 * .. o # *.» 

Kill harmful bugs on food crops onoo 

de Kill bugs On roses o c oooooiioooonooonoooon a a - II c II nr 

e „ Harm children and pets „ . „ „ . 0 „ , „ . 

sh o o o o o u O O O * O » n 0 o o o <3 o n V l» e 0 1 ft A U 0 A ft .1 n 0 I II O *1 u 



0ooorc0s.i.uoopcooooooooou l >otip .. u u o o »> > 



ko Protect shrubs from disease . 
1. Kill starlings 



uo t> o 



O 0 Q u O 0 O 0 0 t> U \J o C O u U O If Cl O O O t U ( O O O O . Q L» t 



■n 0 None is important 



§ 0 Kll 1 mO o C|U 1 toe s roooi). oooftft«aoi)oo Mioorio < -ti on. onoo i v j 
h o Up set n a ture oooo<joi>uooooooooooo.joC»&o. ft n t 1 O ( in « » I! .1 j 
io Harm people using them a „ 0 „ „ <> „ „ „ „ 0 „ , 
j. Kill robins 



/. 

/ 



. Kill weeds m lawn o o « o i ■ * o o « o « u q >. *. >. > t n , „ 0 0 Q , „ f 



O i» i 0 ci O o o O O.o 0 o 6 o o o o ♦* *' ■■ « <i t» e» t «■ u 1» 



/ 



J 

7 

7 

7 

J 

j 

7 

7 

7 

_/ 

7 

7 

7 










11 - 



( ) 



29c Will you look at this card (G) and tell me whether you think the use 
of weed killers by farmers helps produce any of the listed results? 



CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY % 



a c 


Ho re food ooouoqooi>ooc»ooo 


r 


17 


e o 


ba 


Less food oooanouoooO‘OQ 0 O 


/Z 


ZJ 


f 0 


C 0 


More expensive food o o a a « 


r 


ZJ 


g» 


d c 


Cheaper food uaouooooooou 


r 


7 





•Better food 



o&ooooc&ooo 



to 0c)t o'ooOOOOOOOOQOOQDO / 

None of these q«oo>uooqoo / 
h i> Don t know doooooooou^oo / 



a* To control insects 
or bugs? 



aoooooOOouo ooao 



bo To control 

w eeds? o^accuvowbcco 

Co .To control 

p 1 a n t diseases? couoooou 

do To control 

rats and mice? o 



ides make it 






for 


a person: 










o c Yes 


(1) 


/_ 


J 


No 


(2) 


rz zi 


DK 


(3) 


/I 


z 


o o Yes 


(1) 


/ 


! 


No 


(2) 


ru 


DK 


(3) 


/_ 


j 


» o Yes 


(1) 


/Z 


J 


No 


(2) 


ru 


DK 


(3) 


r 


“7 


o o Yes 


(1) 


r_ 


ZJ 


No 


(2) 


ru 


DK 


(3) 


r 


“7 



31. Will you look at this card (H)? Do you believe any of these people are 
in any danger from the use of pesticides? 



CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY. 



a» The people who make the 
pesticides u 



QOOuOilCoQOOuOOQOOOOuOOuO 



QUESTION 31 

ru 



QUESTION 31a 



b 0 Applicators (farmers or 
commercial persons who 
put the pesticides on) 



ooououoo 



Co Harvesters of food „ „ D „ □ <> « 

d„ Retail dealers (handlers, 
salesmen, warehousemen) . 



0 Q O U C U 0 



e, Consumers who eat food 
treated with pesticides 



o o o o eouuuou 



ouooooooooo 



fo None is in danger 



oooooooooooeotioo 



/ / 

u 

tU 

ru 

ru 



/_/ 

ru 

iU 

u 

ru 

ru 



o 

ERIC 



41 
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IF MORE THAN ONE WAS CHECKED FOR 31, ASK; 

31a 0 Which one do you believe was exposed to the greatest risk? 

CHECK ABOVE 

IF bo for 31 (APPLICATORS) WAS NOT CHECKED - SKIP TO QUESTION 33 . 

32« If a farmer carefully follows the manufacturer’s directions for use 
of pesticides, do you feel there is any danger to him? 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / _/ Don't Know (3) / __/ 

IF YES, 

32a. Would you say a great deal, some, or a very little? 



A great deal (1) / / Some (2) / / Very little (3) / J 

33. What do you usually do before eating a raw apple or pear? CHECK ONLY ONE 

Peel it OQOOOOCOouOOOOdOttQOOufiQOuUOOOOOO (l) J j 

Wash it or rinse it „ „ „ * » „ « « 0 0 » 0 * „ „ . 0 .. o » (2) / / 

Wipe it off o.oBoo. .o 
Nothing 

33a„ Why do you do it? 



«JQOC>tWOOOOO o 



OUoOQOOUOOOUMuOO'-feOOOuOoO'J'JUuOUO 



U O v 0 t o u (3) / / 

(4) f~j SKIP TO QUESTION 34, 



O 

ERIC 



34 o 



Do you think in Richmond/Roanoke there are fewer birds than there used 
to be, more birds, or about the same number as always? 



OOOG0OO6ooOo<)OOOOOOU 



( 1 ) / / 



Fewer birds than there used to be 

More birds than there used to be „ . „ „ <, , 0 » . 0 . 0 0 . . « . . . „ (2) /__ / 

About the same number as always „o 0 oooooo.ou 0 ,, ..oooo.o (3) / / 

D O n t kn O W OOOOOOOO.OOUOOOOOO OUOOOOUOOUUOOOOOOO. oooooo (4) j j 

IF FEWER, ASK: 

34a o Why do you think there are fewer? 



42 
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35 o Do you feel that pesticide sprays and dusts endanger wildlife that 
may come into contact with them? 

Yes (1) / No (2) / / Don’t Know (3) / / 

IF YES , 

35a„ Would you says A great deal, some, very little, or none? 

A great deal (1) / 7 Some (2) / 7 Very little (3) /~7 

36o I am going to read a number of statements which one might hear concerning 
pesticides or their use 0 For each one, as I read it, will you indicate 
whether you Strongly Agree (SA) with the statement, Agree (A), are 
Undecided (U) , Disagree with it (D) , or Strongly Disagree (SD) . These 
responses are listed on this card* 

HAND RESPONDENT CARD (I). 

Please consider each statement by itself and in its entirety when expressing 
your opinion* 

a„ In order to continue to produce an abundant supply of food, 
farmers must use pesticides* 

SA CD / 7 a (2) / ~7 u (3) / 7 D (4) r~l SD (5) f~j 

No Opinion (6) / / 

If pesticides were not used, people would be healthier and happier* 

SA CD /~7 A ( 2 ) /” u (3) fZJ D (4) t~ J SD (5) Cj 

No Opinion (6) / J \ 

The use of pesticides has done little to control the spread of pests* 

SA (1) / 7 A (2) r 17 U (3) / 7 D (4) / 7 SD (5) / ~J 

No Opinion (6) / / 

There is little reason to fear pesticides* 

SA CD / 7 A ( 2 ) /~7 u (3) / 7 D (4) /~7 Sd (5) / ~7 

No Opinion (6) / / 

If pesticides are used properly, people can avoid any harm from them* 

SA (1) / 7 A (2) / 7 U (3) / 7 D (4) j~J SD (5) f~J 

No Opinion (6) / / 



c , 



d„ 



e . 



) 







43 
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f . Farmers should be allowed to use pesticide.s as they choose, 

SA (1) / 7 A (2) / 7 U (3) / 7 D (4) / 7 SD (5) / 7 

No Opinion (6) / / 

go If pesticides were not used, the American people might become 
short of food, 

SA (1) f~J A (2) f~J U (3) /~7 D (4) f~J SD (5) / 7 

No Opinion (6) / / 

h. There have been deaths due to poor handling of pesticides,. 

SA (1) f~T A (2) /HZ7 U (3) / 7 D (4) /~7 SD (5) /~7 

No Opinion (6) / _/ 

i» Pesticides should not be put in unlabeled bottles or bags» 

SA (1) / 7 A (2) /~7 u (3) /~7 D (4) /~7 SD (5) /~ 

No Opinion (6) / 

37 - In general, do you feel pesticides are pretty dangerous to work with? 

Yes' (1) / / No (2) /_ / No opinion (3) / _/ 

38 o Do you think that certain pesticides should be available only on a 
prescription basis, like many medicinal drugs for people? 

Yes (1) / / No (2.) /_ / No opinion (3) / _/ 



O 



r 
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39. X would like to ask you how concerned you think various people or 

groups are about the possible harmful effects from the use of pesticides 

Here is a card (J) with a listing of degrees of concern that I would 
like you to use in answering my questions. 

HAND CARD TO RESPONDENT AND READ CARD. 



r 



f 



4 

3 



j 

l 



l I 
! 1 

> * 




First of all how 
concerned are you? 

How concerned are; 



The general 
public .coco 



O o o « » 



Chemical 

Manufacturers oo 0 0 0 0 0( . 0 



Congress 



OOOOOQgQodOOOUO 



Food & Drug 

Administration „ „ . „ „ „ „ „ „ 

U«S 0 Dept« of 
Agriculture ooooooqo.ooo 

Va. Depto of 
Agriculture 0 . * 0 « . , „ * * . # 



State legislators u „o 0 „o 
V.P.Xo (Va 0 Tech) , „ „ „ 0 „ 
Extension agents „o 0i0 o a » 



Not 

concerned 
about the 
effects 


A little 
concern- 
ed 


Quite 

con- 

cern- 

ed 


Very 

much 

con- 

cern- 

ed 


Don ' t 
know 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


/_ 


1/ 


CD 


L 




/_ 


__/ 






r 


Z7 


/ / 


/_ 


_/ 


/I 


Z7 


z 


Z7 


C 


u 


f~J 


/_ 




c 


Z7 


/_. 




/_ 


_/ 


/_/ 


/I 


Z7 


r 


Z7 


/_ 


z 


/ , 


/ 


/_/ 


/I 


17 


r 


17 






/I 


17 


/ / 


/_. 




/_ 


z 


/I 


7 


/_ 


j 


/Z7 


/I 


17 


/Z 


17 


/,_ 


z 


/__ 


j 


/__/ 


/__ 


._/ 


/Z 


17 


/Z 


7 


/Z 


17 


/_/ 


/Z 


17 


/Z 


17 


/Z 


7 


/Z 


j 


/_/ 


/_ 


_/ 


/Z 


7 


/Z 


7 




r 
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40„ Are the following of serious concern to you? 
a* Pollution of the air 





by smoke oopoaaof^oooaoo 


Yes (1) 


/ 


/ 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


j 


No 


b o 


Foreign relations „ „ „ . „ 


Yes (1) 


/ 


•/ 


No 


(2) 


z 


j 


No 


C o 


Contamination from 
radioactive 




















fallOUt OOQOOO0t>OuoQO%U 
* 


Yes (1) 


/_ 


J 


No 


(2) 


r 


ZJ 


No 


d o 


Inflation uq.ovooooouvu 


Yes (1) 


/Z 


7 


No 


(2) 


/__ 


j 


No 


e* 


Pollution of Virginia 




















rivers and streams „ „ » . 


Yes , (1) 


/_ 


j 


No 


(2) 


/_ 


j 


No 



We have a few other questions to ask which will provide us with information that 
will help us tabulate and analyze the datao 

DO NOT ASK QUESTION 41 

41. Sex: 



Male (1) / / Female (2) /__ / 

42. How many children under 15 years of age live here? 
CHECK ONE 



0 (1) / / 1-3 (2) / / 4 or more (3) / / 

43 o Do you have any pets? 

CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY 



a . 


Dogs • dO&O« 0 t> 0 u a O t 0 o 0 eoo 00 t> 00 <|a 0 oo 9 


/” 


77 


b. 


0 3 t S eQOOaoeaQOcvoaootfouQOOOoOoe ooe 


Z 


17 


Co 


BirdS oaoonQ«6*oewuQoo<*^0U9a«ai»oogoo 


c 


z 


do 


F 1 Sh o 4 a $ 0 o u o • oouooocgaooooouoooooo 




e. 


Other (Specify) 






fa 


NOne oOoO4^ O43 OO9O#QOoooo6aoua0poobo 


/ 


/ 



O 
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44o Where did you live most of your life before you were 18? ('.READ RESPONSES) 

^ f 3 rm or r 3 n ch , OOOuaoOO<fOOQOo6aQ06*OOaOOOdaoOO£»DOOa00t) (1) / / 



In the country but not on a farm, . . 0 0 0 „ „ „ 0 0 » » „ - c „ <> 0 „ - o „ (2) /_ / 

1^ ® town unde r 2 , 5 00 , or oo.oo 0 oooo«>oovt>(>o'offouoeoai>i>aouui> (3) / / 

In 3 Cl ty ? OO'JOOUOOOOOOOOOOOtJUOOOOOOOOOouOOOOOOOOdoOOOOOOO (4 ) / / 

45 d What is your occupstion? We would like you to be specific* 

TELEPHONE LINEMAN , RATHER THAN WORK FOR THE, TELEPHONE COMPANY „ 



O OOOCOOOGO O Q O O OOOGOOOtlOOOCOOOOOOO 



46o Whst is your sge? 

15-19 
20-29 

^ ooooooOo^opOooouoo0noooo«oogoooeQoO'»oooDv>OoooOoooooo 

30-39 

V " / OQ0OOOOuO0OOOOOOOQOOOt>OOuOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOC>OOOOOOOOO 



50-59 
60-69 
70 & over 



ooooouOooooodouooooooooooooooooooooaouoooooooooo 



OOOOO^OVUOOOOOOOOOOQoooOOOQOOiiOOUOO&OOo 



u> o Q OOOOoOuOo 



O O O O o O UO OOuOOU OOUOOOQOOOO U u ^ OUOOUOUUfJUDOOOOOOO o 



/_ 




r 


Z7 


!_ 


u 


/_ 




/I 


Z 7 


L 


_/ 


/I 


Z7 



47 o Whst is the highest grade in school you hsd sn opportunity to complete? 
CHECK 



48 



49 



Elementary 



1 - 4 5 - 6 7 -8 

years years years 
(1) (2) (3) 



/_/ / / / / 



High School 

■ ■ fc ■* “■ 1 0 1 r- ■ 1.1 

1-3 4 

yesrs yesrs 

cm worn dfc II J I O n il i * * no 

(4) (5) 

/ 7 i~l 



College Beyond College 



1-34 
yesrs yesrs 
(6) (7) 

/Z~7 f~T 



( 8 ) 

i~j 



Hsve you hsd, in sddition to the above, st lesst s school-yesr of 
trsining in business, nursing, or other technicsl specislty? 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / 

Hsve you purchssed a fishing or hunting license during the last three years? 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / 



O 
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50„ Wow we would like to ask about some of the special interests you 
'have o For each of the interests X name, will you tell .me if you 
participate in it-' or have only general interest in it, or have no 
interest in it? • 



9 

ERIC 



participa te 

( 1 ) 






48 



General 

interest ' 

( 2 ) 



No 

interest 

( 3 ) 





a a 


Bird watching * 0 


/„ 


j 


/ 


7 


/__ 


_/ 


L 

\ 


bo 


Boating „i>o. . 


c 


Z 


/ 


7 


/I 


l\ 

1 ! 


j 


C 0 


Camping u » t t » $ %, » ** 


c 


"7 


/ 


7 


/ 1 


z 




d. 


Collecting 


















insects oottoouuoou 


ci 


17 


/ 


J 


/I 


z 




e„ 


Discussion 


















grOUpS yoaooouowUO 


n 


j 


/ 


7 


/I 


z 




fo 


F 1 Sll mg oaOQO&OOOO 


/_ 


/ 


/“ 


"7 

/ 


• /_ 


z 


i 

i 

i 


OQ 

o 


Flower 














1 




arranging . „ 0 0 „ 


/__ 


J 


/ill 


7 


/I 


z 


1 

j 


• li a 


Golf 


/_ 


j 


m 


7 


/__ 


„/ 


\ 


io 


H lk mg 066Q&000000 


/_! 


j 


~ 


7 


r 


7 




j ° 


D. Un t 1 / / g ouOOOUDOGO 


/_ 


j 


/~ 


7 


C 


7 


\ 


ko 


Nature study 


r 


j 


/ zz 


7 


/II 


7 




"1. 


Raising 














■ 




f lowers,, oo o ot> o 


Cl 


j 


/~ 


7 


/Z 


17 


j 


m 0 


Reading books DO o 0 


Cl 


7 


/, . 


7 


/Z 


7 


i 


rib 


. Swimming 0 0 « a 0 0 „ <, 0 


r 


7 


cz 


7 


/Z 


7* 


i 


0* 


Vegetable 














t 

i 




gardening o» 0< > 0 0 0 0 


Cl 


j 


/ 


7 


/Z 


7 
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51 * nee d to know some of your interests and participation in certain 

organizations during the past 12 months „ For each of the organizations 
named will you tell me; a„ Were you a member? b c Did you usually 
attend meetings? c 0 Did you serve on any committees? d„ Did you 
hold any offices? 



CHECK IF YES 

a o Member b u Usually c. Served on d c Held 

attended committee office 

meetings 



PTA 

a- xara ot>roo*uf>oooooooo 


/ 


/ 


/7 


77 


/ 


/ 


/““ 


7 


A u d u b o n o-poqoooouooo 


/I 


17 


/_. 


77 


/■ 


' / 


/” 


7 


Garden Club . „ . „ „ . . 


r 


“7 


r 


77 


7 


77 


/”“ 


7 


Rotary uooooouooovuo 


/i 


77 


/ 7 


77 


/ 1 


77 ' 


/_ 


_/ 


Kiwanis ouuoooouou o *» 


/I 


17 


• /7 


77 


/“ 


"7 , ' 


/__ 


j 


1 r on s poooot/uoooouoo 


7 


77 


/7 


7’ 


7 


~7 


77 


J 


Toastmasters „ „ „ 0 „ 0 » 


/ 1 


77 


/7 


17 


.7 


77 


/ • 


i 


A sportsman club 


















(Specify) 


/i 


77 


/7 


7 


/ 


/ 


71 


J 


Home Demonstration 


















Club oooouooooooooov 


/ 


/ 


/7 


7 


7 




/_7 


j 


AAUW O O OOOOO OQQ.OOOOV 


r. 


17 


7. 


J 


7 


_J 


/7. 


j 


League of Women* ' * * 


















Vo ter s o oobooooooooo 


/_ 


_/ 


71 


7 


7 


77 


/_ 


j 



\ 

J 



O 
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54. What stations do you usually listen to? INSERT STATION CALL LETTERS 



IF 53 Co (From 12-1 p.m.) WAS CHECKED, SKIP TO QUESTION 56a. 

55. Do you ever listen to the radio between 12 noon and lr.OO p.m. on week- 
days? 

Yes (1) / 7 No (2) / 7 

IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 57. 

IF YES, ASK QUESTION 56 and SKIP QUESTION 56 a. 

56„ How often? 





QUESTION 56 


QUESTION 56a 


Every day (4 to 5 times 










a w e e k oo. 0 . 00.0 0 . 0.00 noon 0 . 0000000 . 


(l) 7~7 


(1) 


/ 


/ 


2 — 3 t rm e s a w e e k uo.u.owo . 0 . . 0 c 000 . 0 . oo.. 


(2) / 7 


(2) 


r 


“7 


Once a week to once 

every two weeks „ . «, „ „ « . <, . . „ . . . 0 . „ . „ . u „ » „ . .. 


( 3#v 7 


(3) 


/ 


/ 


Less than twice a month . « . „ . u 0 . . . » » . .. - . 


(4) C~J 


(4) 


/_ 


_/ 



56a. How often do you listen between 12 noon and 1 ; 00 p.m. on week-days? 
CHECK ABOVE. 

57. During the last month or so, do you remember hearing anything on the 
radio about? 





Yes 


(i) 


No 


( 2 ) 


Don 1 1 ] 


remember (3) 


Medicare « ooooqooooooouuuoooou 


/„ 


._/ 


/.I 


17 


7 


Z7 


P est lcides? ooqooooooooooooou^ 


O 


17 


/Z 


17 


7 


Z7 


V 1 e tnarn. ? #oooooou«opoc»uo«ooooo 


a 

/_ 


„/ 


/~ 


“7 


7 


Z7 


Hungary ? o»ooooeoooonQoouooooa 


r 


17 


fZ 


17 


/. 


___/ • 


Irish Rebellion? 0 fl * * 0 « * a « o o 0 o 


r 




iZ 


17 


7 


Z7 


ClVll RightS? OOoooOoaoooooooo 


/ 


/ 


/„ 


_/ 


7 


Z7 



I 



) 




r 




tr 
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57a 



IF YES TO PESTICIDES ASK u , 

You said you heard something about pesticides in the past month or 
so. What were they talking about? 



58 - Have you heard a radio program from V o P o I 0 (Va. Tech) in the past month 



59 



60. 



or sot 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / Don’t remember (3) 

Do you have a working television? 



/ / 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / 

IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 67. 

When do you (RESPONDENT) usually watch IV? CHECK ONE OR MORE 



a o 


^ a^nin UrOUJ^.i O U O 9 u t> t)uooooo«oii«ooooooot»ooi>o 


c 


1 7 


bo 


7 10 a olTU uOOOUUOOc 0000040000 OOkOOOCOOOOUOO 


r 


17 


Co 


*^D'“ , 12 noon oooiruoOooooeoo -ouoooouwoooui. ooooo 


r 


17 


d 0 


12 A - P 0 m 0 wrOGOOOOOOOOOOOOUOOOOCMOOOOOOMOOOOo' 


/_ 




e o 


6 P oHlo OOOQCOOO'JOQOt- tiOOOOOOQOOOOOOJOOOOQnO 


/„ 


_/ 


f 0 


6 8 poUlo 00000tt0000000 4*00000u0o00<. M^VDCOOI. 00 


/I 


17 


g- 


after 8 poUlo oouooooot,iiooouooopoouDOo«aooooa 


!__ 


J 


ho 


Don 1 1 usually watch TV 0 o • . 


tZ 


17 


ia 


Don’t ever watch TV 0 o o . » . o * 


fZ 





O 



IF DON'T USUALLY WATCH, SKIP TO QUESTION 62, 
IF DON'T EVER WATCH, SKIP TO QUESTION 67 , 



O 
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61. What stations do you usually watch? INSERT CHANNEL NUMBERS 



62. Do you ever watch TV at 6 S 30 a 0 m„ on week days? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) / 7 

IF NO j SKIP TO QUESTION 63. 

IF YES, 



62a. How often? 



Every day (4 to 5 times 3 week) . . . „ . „ „ 0 u „ . „ 0 . „ . „ . . (1) / / 

2-3 times a week 



oouoootfooaoo«j(ii)uo 4 J 060 



OuOOwOOU 



( 2 ) /___/ 



Once a week to once every 
two weeks „ 



OO'JOOOUOOOuoOOiIOiJO. I'O'iClv #UUO(JvOUOUuOUOu )ii 



(3) /_/ 



Less than twice a month ». . 00 ... . . . .. (4) / / 

63. During the past month or so do you remember having seen any programs on: 

Yes (1) No (2) Don't remember (3) 



a . Medicare? . „ „ ....... « . / / / / / / 

b. Pesticides? ......... / / / / / / 

c. Vietnam? ............ / / / _/ / / 

d . Hungary? ...... ....c. /_ / / J / / 

e. Irish Rebellion? / / / / / / 

f. Civil rights? ....... / / / / /__ / 

IF YES TO PESTICIDES , ASK;; 



64 o What was the pesticide program about, if you remember? 



65 o Have you seen a program from V.P.I. in the past month or so? 

Yes (1) / / No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / / 



O 

ERIC 
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IF YES, 

65a. -What was it about? 



66. Have you ever seen a spot announcement on TV with a cartoon character 
that looks like this? 

SHOW CARD (K) WITH LARRY THE LABEL PIC TURE 

Yes (1) /__ / No (2) / _/ Don't, remember (3) / / 

IF YES, 

66a. What was or were the announcement(s) about? 




66b „ Do you happen to remember the character's name? 



67. Do you get a daily newspaper? 

Yes (1) / 7 No (2) / 7 

IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 68. 

IF YES, ASK; 

67a. Which one (s) do you get? 



67b o Do you usually look, through the newspaper? 

Yes (1) / 7 No (2) / 7 

IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 68. 



) 



O 
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67c u 



67d u 



IF YES, ASK. 

How often is usually? 

Every day (5-6 days) u * „ <> 



2-4 


times a week » u » „ a „ 


Once 


a week to once 


every two weeks „ . „ u u o o >• „ 


Less 


than twice a month u 


Which sections do you usually 


a, 


Front page news o 0 „ 0 


b a 


SpOrtS uuuuikOucuuuuuu 


C a 


Society 


d u 


Garden section 


e a 


Com r CS Iiuuowoaaa.uauo 


f . 


"Dear Abby" 




'te-local news »ou U 


h. 


Editorials . » u . « a . » » 


i a 


Columni s t s „ 


J- 


Other (Specify) 



U o U 



u o 



u 0 0 



o o 



0 «J U Kl 



u 



read 



a o 



u a 



o o 



0 U g 



a « o 



g 



U U Kl 



U O 



uOOuoOww^uOuuuu 






UUUK oOOuuOoOOUO 



u^KlOOOOOuUOOOUU 



when you have 



pO»*ggvUOt*»' 4 >OU<i 



U 0 u U UuUOOUUukii)u 



i).JuuQ 0 uU 0 «JUU u u«J 



uv>uuC>viaouuOuOKJU 



uuKi<Juowuuugugo>> 



guougouuguuuUKiKi 






g 



J 

U U <) 



>t o <j g 






o o u u ti 



v o o o t> 



u p u o o 



O U 0 0 * 



time? 



g U U u u 



o g g g g 



g g g a g 



u u u u u 



u O u g V 



g g w g o 



(1) 


/J 


j 


(2) 


/I 


17 


(3) 


c 


17 


(4) 


r 


17 


» g 


r 


J 


U O 


/_ 


J 


g g 


/ 


/ 


g g 


/ 


/ 




/_ 






/ 


/ 




/_ 


_/ 


a a 


/„ 




g g 


r 


17 



68^ Do you get a Sunday paper? 

Yes (1) / 7 No (2) / 7 

IF NO SKIP TO QUESTION 69 „ 

IF YES, ASK; 

68a. Which ones do you get? 



0 
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68b , Do you usually look through it? 



69 o 



Yes (1) / / No (2) / / 

IF NO SKIP TO QUESTION 69. 

IF YES 9 ASK; 

68c, How often is usually? 



aououoftt/uuuouonnouooouuoooQoanoiiQOooo 



( 1 ) / / 



Every week 

1 3 t lm e s a m o n t h uu.()Ou,o.«oouuoouooooooqoqouooo ( 2 ) J j 

Less than once a month 0 * 00 . «u«o. *.. 0 » 0 (3) / / 

68do Which sections do you usually read when you have time? 



a . Front page news „ „ .* « . . » .. . , . „ . / / 



bo Sports „ . „ „ 



0,00 »oOt>v.OOO«lOC fl< OUOOOOOOO 



g' 
h , 



Society 

Garden section 
Comics , 

•'Dear Abby" 

State-local news „ „ , 0 ■. » o «. . „ » „ . ,„ou 
Editorials „ „ 0 u < .. 

Columnists o o 0 « 



CsJ.iOUUOUOOCOOOOO OtflOUuOOOOOOUO 



aoutoouoooc ooooooo 



O W U W J <t I) O o ti i< * O0uUUOO4t}i Q 0 O C l’ • oooeoouoo 



iftoooouoooooooooooooaooocjuoQooooo 



OOOQOUOOOOOOO 



ottooooounpiip6(tpnedoooAoo»oo 



OOO 'IOO^OOWOOOOOUtOOoOOOOOO 



/_/ 

/Z7 

/Z7 

/Z7 

/H7 

CJ 

7 



jo Other (Specify) 



Have you read any articles on pesticides in a newspaper during the past 
month or so? 

Yes (1) / _/ No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / J 

IF YES, ASK; 



69a„ What was it about? 
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70 



hand respondent pamphlet 



Have you ever seen this pamphlet? 



Yes '(1) / / No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / / 

IF NO OR DON'T REMEMBER - INTERVIEW ENDS 
IF YES, ASK; 

70a. Where did you see it? 



70b o Have you read tl\is pamphlet? 



Y.es (1) / /\ No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / / 

70c, Do you have a copy\of this pamphlet? 



Yes (!) / 7 No (2) / / Don't remember (3) / _/ 

70d o Have you ever told anyXone else about this pamphlet, or shown it to anyone? 

Yes (1) / 7 No \(2) / 7 Don't remember (3) / __/ 

\ 

70e„ Have you discussed it witlj anyone? 

. 



Yes (1) / _/ No (2) V / Don't remember (3) / _/ 



\ 
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ERRATA 



Due to a clerical scoring error, the 
attitude scores shown in Tables 13, 
14, and 16 show trends only but are 
not statistically valid,. 
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CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The history of man has been one of his battle 
against the elements for food, clothing, and shelter. He 
has fought a constant battle against fire, cold, floods, 
droughts, insects, diseases, plagues, and pestilence in 
order to achieve today's high standard of living. Mechani" 
zation of the farm, the use of new crop varieties, and the 
application of fertilizers have led to highly productive 
agriculture. Concentration of a relatively few varieties 
of crops within an area, however, provided an ideal setting 
for the explosive growth of pests of all kinds. 

Examples are cited from history of what happened when 
these pests were not kept under control. In 1845 and 1846 
the late blight disease struck the potato crop in Ireland 
and brought starvation to three-f ourths of a million Irish 
citizens. Grasshoppers caused such a great food shortage 
in the midwest that Congress declared it a national disaster 
in 1874. It took Florida citrus growers and others years to 
recover from the disastrous Medfly infestation of 1929. As 
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recently as 1946, tomato blight cut eastern crops in half 
and many farmers stopped growing tomatoes. 

Only 56 years ago were scientists able to identify 
the types of fleas that transmit the Bubonic Plague. It 
was not until the development and widespread use of modern 
insecticides that the disease has been brought under 
control. As late as the 1930's, more than 6 million people 
in the United States suffered each year from malaria. Since 
the discovery of DDT and other insecticides, the public 
health officials have an excellent weapon against the 
mosquitoes which transmit malaria. Thus the use of 
pesticides has a direct effect on the maintenance of human 
health. ^ 

The increase in farm pesticide use during the past 15 
years has be^n one of several factors contributing toward 
the low food prices in this country. Approximately 19 per 
cent of the income is spent for food in the United States. 
Figures from some other countries are considerably higher; 

Sweden, 27 per cent; Italy, 38 per cent; Japan, 42 per cent; 

2 

Russia, 56 per cent. 

•'•Dr. R. H. Gruenhagen, Extension Specialist, VPI, 
Blacksburg, Virginia, "The Necessity of Pesticides in Our 
American Way of Life." Unpublished paper, 1965. 

2 

Wheeler McMillen, Bugs or People (New York: 

Century, 1965), p. 210. 
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The report of the President's Science Advisory 
Committee stated that the use of pesticides must be 
continued if the present high standards of food and health 
are to be maintained. Officials of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture estimated that unless the use of 
fertilizers and pesticides was continued, the cost to the 
consumer of inferior quality food products would double 
within five years. 

It has become clear that proper usage is not simple 
and that while pesticides destroy harmful insects, plants, 
and plant diseases, they may also be toxic to beneficial 
plants and animals including man. The public should under- 
stand and appreciate the role of pesticides, chemicals, and 
drugs in the production of food and maintenance of a whole- 
some food supply. It is only through this understanding and 
appreciation that the public will be able to intelligently 
assess the problems associated with the use of pesticides, 
chemicals, and drugs. 

One of the most important responsibilities of the 
Department of Agriculture is to develop, use, and recommend 
safe and effective methods for controlling the pests that 
threaten man and his environment. The Cooperative Extension 
Service is the informal educational arm of both the 
Department of Agriculture and the state land-grant colleges. 
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The major function of the Extension Service is 



education, the key to understanding basic information from 



research centers. Educational programs have been designed 



primarily for rural residents and contact with the urban 



dweller has been limited. 



Studies have indicated that only a small percentage of 



suburban residents are aware of the Extension Service. 



j; Information released through mass communications, including 

i; 

| radio and television, apparently has not reached large 

ft 

segments of the urban population. 3 



The general feeling of some Extension personnel has 



been that suburban information programs should be tailored 



to satisfy only the widespread needs, utilizing those 



j channels which economically reach large sectors of the 

i 

| suburban population. ^ 



Limited research has been conducted in order to 



identify segments of the middle-class urban audiences. 



Mrs. Esther Peterson, former Special Assistant to the 



President on Consumer Affairs, stated that it is the middle 



and upper-middle class income groups who demand and support 



legislation for consumers' protection. 



3 Verling C. Troldahl, "Communicating to the Suburbs," 
Journal of Cooperative Extension . II S No. 2 (Summer 1964), 82 

4t 



'Ibid. 
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Concern by various sections of the public about pesti- 
cide use caused the United States Congress to appropriate 
$26 million for expanded research on control of pests. Part 
of this appropr iation--$2. 1 million--was made available to 
the Extension Services and was allocated to the states 
according to the established Smith-Lever formula for the 
allocation of funds. This appropriation was announced to 
State Extension Directors by the Federal Extension Service 
Administrator in a letter dated August 26,, 1964. 5 

State Extension Services have placed increased 
emphasis on training programs in pest and plant disease 
control. Most states have a full-time pesticide-chemicals 
program leader or coordinator, 6 The present staff of the VPI 
Chemical, Drug, and Pesticide Unit is composed of a 
coordinator, two specialists, and a secretary. 

Virginia is one of three states currently conducting 
surveys with various audiences to determine their attitudes 
and knowledge relative to pesticide-chemicals. The 
comprehensive study being conducted by the Cooperative 
Extension Service at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 

^Philip C. Minter, "Bench Marks in the Colorado State 
Agricultural Chemical Program" (Fort Collins, Colorado: 
Colorado State University, October 1965), p. 1. 

^Harlan E. Smith and L. C. Gibbs, "States Increase 
Training Programs in Pests and Plant Disease Control," 
Extension Servic e Review (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Vol. 36, No. 4, April 1965), p. 4. 
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Blacksburg, Virginia, is "The Effect of a Planned 
Communication Program on Change of Attitude and Knowledge 
of the Urban Dweller Toward Chemicals and Pesticides," 

Dr. R. H. Gruenhagen is the Project Leader. The research 
project is Budget Bureau No. 40-6673. 

The objectives of the comprehensive study are as follows 

1. To design and perfect techniques to measure 
attitude toward and knowledge of pesticides and 
chemicals. 

2. To determine the present knowledge of and current 
attitude of middle-class urban adults toward 
chemicals and pesticides. 

3. To ascertain, by using the above techniques, the 
relative effect of various Extension methods used 
in a planned communication program in bringing 
about a change in attitude toward and knowledge 
of chemicals and pesticides on the part of 
middle-class urban adults. 

The procedure involved getting information from a 
control group in Roanoke, Virginia, and an experimental 
group in Richmond, Virginia. Urban residents in both 
groups were interviewed before and after the communications 
program was put into effect. Random sampling methods for 
the selection of residents to be interviewed will be 
discussed under Methodology. 
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The data for the substudy which is the basis for this 
thesis were extracted from the pretreatment data of the 
comprehensive study. This substudy is limited to a compari- 
son of the middle class urban women who were users and 
non-users of chemical pesticides based on age. background. 

educational attainment, special interests, and membership in 

• 4-- me This study also includes an analysis 

certain organizations. This stuuy * 

Of middle class urban women's attitudes toward pesticides. 

Research Problem 

It is difficult to design and implement meaningful 
Extension programs for the middle-class urban women because 
there is a lack of information concerning a profile of this 
group. It is likewise difficult to design and implement for 
this audience meaningful Extension programs on chemical 
pesticides because the attitude of the audience toward these 
materials is not known, nor is it known whether certain 
profile factors influence the use or non-use of chemical 

pesticides. 

Purpose of Thi s Study 

The purpose of this study is to supply profile and 
attitude information concerning the middle-class urban women 
which will be applicable in designing chemical pesticides 
programs as well as Extension programs in other areas. 
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Objectives of This Study 

The objectives of this study are as follows: 

1. To determine the profile of middle class urban 
women for general use in program development and 
for specific use in designing programs in the 
area of chemical pesticides. 

2. To determine if profile factors have any influence 
on whether the middle class urban women use or do 
not use pesticides. 

3. To determine attitudes of middle class urban women 
relative to government controls and efficient 
uses of pesticides and compare the attitudes of 
users and non-users of pesticides. 

Scope of the Study 

This study was confined to the women in the cities 
of Roanoke and Richmond, Virginia, who were interviewed 
in the control and experimental groups before the educational 
treatment. The comprehensive study is described on 
page 5. 
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Identification of Terms 

The terms used in this study are as follows: 

1. Chemical pesticides in this study means chemicals 
that are used to kill pests such as insects, 
weeds, plant disease producing organisms, rodents. 

2. Urban woman is a resident of an urbanized area 
of 75,000 population or more. 

3. Middle-class refers to a resident in a middle and 
upper-middle income housing area who lives in 

an unattached, single-unit dwelling. 

User is a woman who has used chemical pesticides. 
Non-user is a woman who has never used chemical 
pesticides . 

6. Attitude describes the thinking or feeling of a 
person which results in a stated preference. 

7. .Special interest activities refer to recreation, 
leisure-time pursuits, or hobbies. 

8. Government protection refers to the laws which 
have been enacted for the protection of individuals 
and their surroundings. 

9. Government controls are regulations of the sale and 
availability of pesticides. 

10. Profile is an outline of characteristics of the urban 
woman including age, early residence, educational 
level, and involvement in special interest activities 
and organizations. 
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CHAPTER II 



REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

As the Cooperative Extension Services determine 
approaches and design educational programs for the urban 
audiences , it is important to identify audiences in terms 
of their physical surroundings, social structures, and 
socio-psychological characteristics . 

The focus of this chapter is on research findings 
which have implication for the development of Extension 
programs for urban women. 

The writer will briefly review the research which 
is in progress with various audiences in the field of 
chemical pesticides. 

Definition of Urban and Related Terms 

The terms urban , suburban , urbanized area , urban 
fringe, and metropolitan are used in referring to a city 
and its residents. The dictionary defines urban as an 
area constituting or comprising a city or town; character- 
istic of a city as distinguished from, the country.^" The 

HfebsterVs New World Dictionary of the American Lang - 
uage, (New York: The World Publishing Company, 1966), p. 1602. 
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